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Remarks 

Applicants grjtefully acknowledge the lime afforded applicants' attorney, Blanche Jti. 
Schiller, during a telephone conference on October 24, 2003 wilh Examiner Alam, in which die 
terminology of claim 1 and (he references wore di.scusscd. No tbrmnl agreement was reached 
during rhal telephone conference. 

Reconsideration of die application and allowance oI"a|| pending claims are respectfully 
requested. Claims 1-71 remain pending. Applicants respectfully request that Hie remarks 
provided in this Response to Final Office Action be carefully considered, and should the 
Examiner still have further reservations regarding (he allowability of the claims, that he contact 
applicants 1 representative at the below listed number. 

in the Final Office Action dated August 12, 2003, claims 1-12,1 7-35, 40-60 and 65-71 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Grimsrud ct al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,253,296) in view of Smith (U.S. Potent No. 5,394,531). Applicants respectfully, but most 
strenuously, traverse this rejection for the reasons herein. 

In one aspect, applicants' invention is directed lo thejulocajjoj^ ;) plurality of 

file systom g_across one or more storage d evices, sucjuhanh e space on a device is alloc ated, and 
thus, consumed in proportion to some weight assigned to that device. For example, in 
independent claim 1 , applicants claim a method of managing the allocation ofs pacc on storage 
devices of a com puirim^m^ mediod includes, for instance, obtaining one or mo re 

.jyci ghls for one or more storage device sonhc c omputing environment ; and allocating space on 
al least one storage device of the one or more storage devices in proportion to al least one weight 
obtained for the at least one storage device, wherein the allocating is performed by a plurality or 
file systems of the computing environment. Thus, in applicants' claimed invention, space is 
allocated by a plurality of file systems. Further, space is allocated on at least one siorage device 
in proportion to at least one weighi associated wirh the at least one device. These aspects arc 
very different from (he teachings of Grimsrud and Smith, either alone or in combination. 

For instance, neither Grimsrud nor Smith teaches or suggests applicants' claimed element 
of -allocating space on at least one storage device. . ., wherein the allocating is performed by a 
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plurality of file systems ofihe computing environment." This is explained in further detail 
below. Although applicants are aware thai for nn obviousness rejection, the reference cannot be 
attacked individually, applicants. Tor clarity purposes, address eacli reference individually 
indicating how each ofthe references does not show a particular element. Since each reference 
fails to shaw thai clement, then combined ihose references also Tail to teach or suggest that 
particular clement. 

As one example, OrimsrudJ^ Further, 
Grimsmd faf^tojw^r juggtfst allocating space on at least one storage device by a pluralit y of 
, file systems. The only mention of a file system jnCrim srud is of a single file system (Col. 1 0, 
lines 44-45) oj-ofasin gic fi| c subsy^e mjCol. 9, line 23). There iTn7 teaching or suggesb onof 
^performing allocation by a plurality of file systems as claimed by applicants. Thus, Grimsnjd 
does not teach or suggest applicants' claimed invention. 

In the Office Action, support for the rejcciion or this claim element is indicated al Col. 
11. lines 43-57 and line 66 lo Col. 12, line 3 of Grimsrud. Applicant respectfully submit that a 
carefiil reading of those sections do not teach a plurality of file systems. Those section* use the 
word plurality, but to refer to items other than a plurality of file systems. As examples, in 
Grimsrad. there is n mention ofa plurality of program instructions, a plurality ofmodel pruning 
criteria, and a plurality of file cluster units, hut nel of a plurality or file systems. There is no 
description of a plurality of file systems in Grimsrad, as claimed by applicants. 

As described in the specification (e.g.. page 2) and known in the art (e.g., see 
WNvw.webopedia.eom/tenn/f/file_ma.mgement_sysiem.himl), a file system is used to manage 
operations relaling to files. Applicants' invention is directed, in one aspect, lo using a plurality 
of file systems to perform allocation on one or more storage devices. Grimsrud is not concerned 
w.tl, the problems that arise when there are a plurality of file systems performing allocation, as 
evidenced by the absence of any mention ofa plurality of file systems. Since Grimsrud ifi not 
concerned with nltoc.ion by a plurality of file systems, Grimsrud is directed to a diOerent 
problem than that solved by applicants' invention. Again, in one aspect, applicants' inven.ion is 
d.rected to managing allocation when there are a plurality of file systems performing that 
allocation. Methodolog.es that can be used for a sing.e file system are typically not available 
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when a plurality of file systems are involved. Applicants address the allocation by a plurality of 
file systems, unlike Grimsmd. 

Further, just to clarify, a 111c cluster, which is a term used in Grimsrud, is distinct from a 
file system. Again, a file system is used io manage, while a file cluster is a particular unit of 
allocation (sec, e.g., Col. 9, lines 23-25; and claim 3, lines 65-67). Thus, a plurality of file 
clusters is very different from a plurality of file systems. 

Based on the foregoing, applicants respectfully submit that Grimsrud does not teach or 
suggest a plurality oT file systems. Therefore, it follows that Grimsrud fails to leach or suggest 
allocating being performed by a plurality of file systems, as claimed by applicants. 

Smith also fails lo Teach or suggest a plurality of file systems or performing allocation by 
a plurality of file systems, as claimed by applicams. Applicants respectfully submit that Smith 
does not even mention a file system, much less address problems associated with performing 
allocation by a plurality of file systems. Therefore, it also follows that Smith docs not teach or 
suggest allocating space on at least one storage device..., wherein the allocating is performed by 
a plurality of file systems. 

Since both Grimsrud and Smith fail lo icach or suggesi applicants 1 claimed element of 
allocating space on at least one storage device of the one nr more storage devices in proportion to 
at least one weight obtained for the at least one storage device, wherein the allocating is 
performed by a plurality of file systems, applicants respect fully submit that the combination also 
fails to teach or suggesi this claimed element. Therefore, applicants respectfully request an 
indication ofallowability for independent claim 1 , as well as the other independent claims, and 
all claims that depend therefrom. 

As another example, neither Grimsrud nor Smith, either alone or in combination, teaches 
or suggests applicants' claimed clement of allocating space on at least one storage device of said 
one nr more storage devices in proportion to at leasi one weight obtained for the at least one 
storage device. Again, although applicants are aware that for an obviousness rejection, the 
references cannoi bo attacked individually, io provide the remarks in an organized fashion, each 
reference is discussed individually. However, again since each reference fails to leach or suggest 
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a particular element, the combination or those references also fails lo teach or suggest thai 
clement, as discussed below. 

For example, Grimsmd fails 1o reach or suggest at least one weight obtained for at least 
one storage device. While weights are mentioned in Grimsmd, as indicated by ihc Examiner, 
Ihnse weights arc associated wilh transition arcs used to represent the prohuhility of a transition 
being made. The weights in Grimsmd are not associated with storage devices, as claimed by 
applicants. This is explicitly stated in Col. 9, lines 27-32 ofGrimsrud, in which it is slated: 

A weight is assigned to each transition arc to represent the 
probability of the transition being made. The weight (probability) 
is computed hased on the number of occurrences of the transition 
observed, relative lo other transitions from the node. 

So, while weights are mentioned in Grimsrud, those weights are not the weights claimed by 
applicants. Jn particular, applicants claim at least one weight for at least one storage device. 
There is no mention in Grimsrud of weights for one or more storage devices. The mere mention 
of the word "weights" without it being weights for one or more storage devices, as claimed by 
applicants, docs not and eannoL leach or suggest applicants 1 claimed element. Thus, since there 
is no description at all in Grimsrud of a weight lor n storage device, Grimsmd docs nol tench or 
suggest applicants* claimed invention. 

Kurther, since there is no leaching or suggestion in Grimsrud of weights for one or more 
storage devices, it follows that Grimsrud also tails to reach or suggest allocating space on (he 
storage device in proportion lo at least one woighi obtained fur lhat storage device. This is 
missing from Grimsmd. 

Similarly, Smith also fails ro teach or suggest applicants' claimed element of allocating 
space on at least one storage device in proportion to at least one weight obtained for the at least 
one storage device. 

In Smith, a weighting lactor associated with a partition of a cache is used to allocate 
space for the partition, hy which Smith means determining the size of the partition (see, e.g., 
Col. 2, lines 57-58). In contrast, the allocation of space on a storage device does not involve ti 
changing of the size of Ihe device, but of finding a particular device mid location on that device 
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for the data. There is no Leaching or suggestion in Smith of allocating space on a storage device 
in proportion to a weight obtained for thai device, hut instead, of using a weighting factor lo 
determine the size of space for a partition. Thus, applicants respectfully submit that Smith does 
not teach or suggest applicants' claimed invention. 

Since both Grimsrud and Smith foil ro reach or suggest applicants' claimed element of 
allocating space on at least one storage device in proportion to at least one weight obtained for 
the storage device, it follows that the combination of Smith antl Grimsrud also toils to teach or 
suggest this claim clement. Since this element is missing from both of the references, applicants 
respectfully request an indication of allowability for claim 1 , as well as the other independent 
claims, and all claims that depend there from. 

The dependent claims arc patemahle for the same reasons as the independent claims, as 
well as for their own additional features. For example, in dependent claim 2, applicants 
explicitly claim that each of the plurality of file systems is located on separate nodes of the 
computing environment, in addition to not having a plurality of file systems as described above, 
neither Grimsrud nor Smith teaches or suggests a plurality of nodes, as claimed by applicants. 

For example, while Grimsrud uses the term "node", the use of that term in Grimsrud is 
very different from the use of thai term by applicants. Tn Grimsrud, the node is a node in a 
model lhat represents an accessed file cluster (Col, y, lines 23-25). In contrast, in applicants 1 
claimed invention, a node is a computing entity, such as a processor (sec e.g., FTGs. 1 and 2), 
used in processing. There is no teaching or suggestion in Grimsrud of a plurality of file systems 
located on a plurality ofnodes, as claimed by applicants. Further, Smith does not overcome the 
deficiencies of Grimsrud. In Smith, I here is only one cache on one processor. There is no 
teaching or suggestion of a plurality of nodes or of a plurality of file systems located on a 
plurality ofnojos, as claimed by applicants. Thus, applicants respectfully submit thai claim 2 
and orhor similar dependent claims are patentable over the combination ofGrimstud and Smith. 

To summarize, applicants respectfully submit that the combination of Grimsrud and 
Smith fails to teach or suggest at the very least applicant claimed element of allocating space 
on at least one storage device of said one or more storage devices in proportion to at least one 
weight obtained for the at least one storage device, wherein said allocating is performed by a 
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phimlily of file systems ofsaid computing environment. Neither Grimsrud nor Smith performs 
allocation by a plurality of Tile systems; Smith does no| even menlion a file system, and 
Grimsnid does not mcmion a plurality of file s>siein> nor allocation by a plurality of file 
systems. Neither Grimsrud nor Smith allocates space on a storage device in proportion to a 
wcighl obtained for the storage device; Grimsrud does noi even describe a weight for a storage 
device, and Smith does nor describe allocution on a storage device, but instead, sizing Tor a 
cache. Neither Grimsrud nor Smith allocates space on a storage device in proportion to a weigh! 
for the storage device, wherein the allocating is performed by a plurality of file syslems. The 
combination of Grimsrud and Smith fails to teach or suggest one ormore aspects of applicants* 
claimed invenlion. 

Based on the foregoing, applicams respectfully request an indication of allowability for 
all pending claims. Applicants gratefully acknowledge the indication of allowability of claims 
13-16, 36-30 and 6 1-64, if rcwrillcn in independem form. Applicants have not rcwrillen those 

claims in independeni form at this lime, since applicams believe that the claims from which those 

claims depend are patentable for the reasons above. 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner contact applicants' representative, 
should Ibe Examiner still have remaining questions regarding the patentability of the invention 
over the combine ion of Grimsrud and Smith, 

Respectfully submitted, 



Blanche F. Schiller 
Ailnrnc-y for Applicants 
Regisiraiion No.; 35,670 

Dated: Ocloher _3J_, 2003. 

HI-SUN ROTHENBERG FARLHY & MCSITl P.C. 

5 Columbia Circle 

Albany, New York 1 2203-5 1 60 

Telephone: (518) 4S2-5600 

Facsimile: (518) 452-5579 
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